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INTRODUCTION. 


The following pages contain the substance of a few Ed¬ 
itorial articles published two or three years ago, in the Herald 
of Freedom. At the earnest request of many friends of 
truth and goodness, they are now in an enlarged form, again 
thrown before the public. 

The authorities and quotations cited, are from the brightest 
ornaments the church Evangelical can boast. She has fur¬ 
nished every witness. Let the world judge of their tes¬ 
timony. 

Concord, N. H., March, 1848. 





THE 


BIBLE: 


ITS 

HISTORY AND INSPIRATION. 


It is the glory and redeeming feature of our age, that 
it is determined to try every man’s work as by fire. 
Experience is teaching the danger of living in the doc¬ 
trines and dogmas of others, especially of the past, with 
however much of assurance and religious pretension, 
they may be put forth. To deny, is not now anathe¬ 
matized infidelity; nor is to doubt, damnation. And 
none but knaves and cowards would have it other¬ 
wise. 

To-day is Sunday. Three or four church bells are 
jingling in my ear at this moment, summoning the peo¬ 
ple to a worship as devoid of humanity as perdition is 
of pure piety; and yet those who assemble, are made 
to believe that to be absent, would subject them to swim 
and plunge in terrible oceans of molten brimstone for¬ 
ever and ever. To deliver them from a delusion at 
once so gross and so infernal, we must unfold the true 
character of the instrumentalities by which the ministry 
accomplish their purposes. The Vedas of the Hindoo, 
the Koran of the Mussulman, the Revelations of Mor¬ 
mon to the followers of Joe Smith, and the Bible to the 
so called Christian, are alike authoritative and binding 
1 * 
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on their devotees. Abounding at the same time in 
worse morality, and more ridiculous absurdities, than 
any other books of equal volume in the human lan¬ 
guage. And it is through these books alone, that the 
priests of these various religions, perpetuate their al¬ 
mighty power over the immense masses of mind under 
their control. 

To convert the Hindoo, we should expose the folly 
of his sacred books, much as he prizes them. To res¬ 
cue the Mahometan, we must unmask the hoary-grown 
pretensions of his Koran, though it is worse to him than 
unmarrowing his very bones. To restore to truth and 
reason the miserable Mormon, we must scout his writ¬ 
ten “thussaith the Lords,” until he would scarcely 
take them to light his fire.—And to redeem and save 
the worshipers of the Bible, we must expose the unpar¬ 
alleled hypocrisy of those who have palmed off upon 
them as, the word of God , a book as dishonorable to 
God, in many of its features, both as to doctrine, spirit, 
philosophy and style, as it is made ruinous to the hu¬ 
manity of those who blindly bow down before it—who 
burn as incense on its altar, every vestige of reason, 
conscience and common sense, with which man is so 
nobly endowed. The great lie of all Priesthoods is, 
and has been from Moses of Mount Sinai, to Moses 
Stuart of Andover Theological Seminary, that God has 
made them Jhe expounders of a written law ,—given in 
heaven, under his own hand and seal;—to be blindly 
believed, and implicitly obeyed, though it make mad 
havoc with every principle of righteousness and reason, 
philosophy and philanthropy, the calm convictions of 
conscience, and common sense.—That lie must be cor¬ 
rected. 

It is no matter of wonder that the clergy are affright¬ 
ed at the bold approaches made upon the Bible. The 
enlightened and intelligent among them know the 
(claims that have been asserted in its behalf, cannot be 
honestly defended. Whatever the character or motives 
of former unbelievers in the Bible’s plenary inspiration 
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may have been, certain it is, that now, this doctrine is 
attacked by those of the largest integrity, and love of 
virtue and righteousness.—Men whose spotless lives as 
well as profound wisdom and research, are command¬ 
ing in their behalf the admiration of the world.—Men 
to whom truth is more sacred than any authority —and 
justice than life itself.—Men before whom tyrants and 
hypocrites tremble, conscious that in them is a potency 
before which they must fall in lasting shame.—Men 
who if infidels in theory, are the truest Christians in 
practice.—Men whose great lives, great talents, and 
great estates, are given to the cause of humanity. 

Man’s reason should rule , not serve his religion. And 
fool indeed is he who will prostrate this divine fac¬ 
ulty, before any altar dedicated like that at the ancient 
emporium of Wisdom, “ To the Unknown God.” 

The Bible is indeed shorn of its actual blessedness, 
by having been made what it is not.—Its good princi¬ 
ples are despoiled of their force, its instructions of their 
highest value, and the respect and love we might safely 
and rightfully pay it, are changed into slavish fear and 
superstitious veneration, since it has been robed with 
special Divine Authority. True indeed,—clouds and 
darkness are round about it, but righteousness and 
judgment inhabit not its throne. It is high as heaven, 
what can we do—deeper than hell what can we know, 
is all there remains to ns about it. In its darkness, has 
sprung up a legion of sects, all claiming it as their ulti¬ 
matum of appeal, and yet as discordant and warlike 
are they among themselves, as grew the feudal clans of 
Britain in the middle ages. 

Fortunately, however, for waudering and benighted 
humanity, our Christian Druids have put weapons in 
our hands by which we may successfully meet them. 
It is only in the thick darkness, that their religious 
ventriloquism and legerdemain can be practiced. As 
daylight advances, these hobgoblins like other darkness-j 
haunting ghosts, will vanish away. Wrapped in musty, j 
mouldy Greek and Latin, are enough of their own ad- 
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missions to cover them with eternal disgrace, as soon as 
they can be hunted up. Those revelations have been 
withheld from the world. The history of the Christian 
church, before the few last centuries, is the grossest 
mixture of ridiculous absurdities the world has seen. 
Let the clergy put into our hands if they dare, faithful 
translations of the entire works extant, of Eusebius, 
Origen and Tertullian, or even Augustine, the spiritual 
Father of the church itself. On their salvation from 
their own hell, they dare not do it. A moral explosion 
would ensue, of which the “ Gunpowder Plot,” discov¬ 
ered by King James, would have been no emblem. It 
would sink our whole ancient ecclesiastical history to a 
level with the wildest legends of Persian mythology. 
It would prove our clergy the most infamous deceivers 
under all heaven. It would so far impeach the testi¬ 
mony of the witnesses on whom they have wholly relied, 
that they never again would bring them to the stand, 
unless before a tribunal of deceivers like themselves, or 
fools as would be their followers. 

And in far later times, the admissions of many of the 
brightest luminaries the church has produced, if gener¬ 
ally known, would shake the faith of any but those 
whose marvelousness is a monstrosity, which, joined to 
the organ of credulity, completes the total of their scanty 
brain. 

I propose to glean up some of these facts and admis¬ 
sions as I can find them in the religions books of the 
church, and throw them before the people for consider¬ 
ation. It will tend to their deliverance from the clerical 
nightmare that has so long bound them, and unfitted 
them for any work of humanity. It may lead to fur¬ 
ther investigation. It will weaken the organs of mar¬ 
velousness and credulity, (neither of which, however 
large, necessarily improves the moral qualities of the 

i soul,) and awaken perhaps others, whose tendency may 
be to far happier results. 

j Truth, however dangerous it may appear, is yet far 
safer than falsehood. Let us have truth , the whole 
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truth, on all subjects, divine or human, terrestrial or 
celestial,—honest, almighty truth, whatever becomes of 
all the gods with whom the ancient pagans peopled high 
Olympus, or modern heathen the skies, and all the 
thousand bibles that claim to have snowed down upon 
the abodes of mortals. 

It is admitted in the first place, that all the Italic 
words and sentences throughout the Bible, were added 
by translators.—Making greater or less variations of 
meaning, and in some places, perverting the sense alto¬ 
gether. In several of the epistles are striking examples. 
Deduct all these additions, and the Bible is shortened to 
the amount of many of its books—and changed materi¬ 
ally in numerous instances. One instance.—In the sec¬ 
ond Epistle to Timothy, 3d, 16th, our translation reads 
—“All scripture is given by inspiration of God.” I 
have heard Dr. Edwards, late President of Andover 
Theological Seminary, preach an Installation, aud four 
other sermons from that text, using it just as it stands 
in our translation; when he knew, and every Greek 
scholar knows that such a declaration is not found in 
any received Greek copy of the New Testament, nor 
any thing that could be thus rendered, without a most 
unlawful, unnatural, and forced construction. Two or 
three Greek Testaments are this moment before me. 
The word “is,” on which our Divines make the whole 
passage turn, is in none of them. Tyndale’s translation 
too, older than King James’s, and for which the trans¬ 
lator was burned at the stake in 1536, after being kept 
in a dungeon two years and more, gives no such read¬ 
ing. Nor did any other, until designing, dishonest 
priests, for a reason they well know, so constructed it. 
They tell us, a clergyman should study the dead lan¬ 
guages , that he may read the scriptures in their original 
tongues. And I say therefore, that no adhering, ed¬ 
ucated clergyman is an honest man; for he very well 
knows the difference between the Greek Testament, 
and his Majesty, King James’s translation, long ago 
“appointed to be read in churches.” 
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And now another admission in relation to the “ orig¬ 
inal languages” of the scriptures.—They teach minis¬ 
ters Greek and Hebrew, that they may read these orig¬ 
inals. “ Translated out of the original Greek,” boasts 
our New Testament. But the first lesson learned by 
the student, as he opens his Greek Testament is, that 
the gospel of Matthew, the very first he comes to, was 
not probably written in any such language—and that 
after all, his Greek is but a translation; and whether 
first, second, or third, or thirtieth handed, no human 
tongue can ever tell. Robinson’s translation of Cal met, 
a standard work in every Orthodox Theological Sem¬ 
inary, says, 

“ It has been maintained by many eminent critics, 
that Matthew wrote his gospel first in Syriac, and that 
it was afterward translated into Greek; whether by him¬ 
self is not certain, though it is highly probable.” 

And again in the same work, Dr. Robinson himself 
says— 

“The time when this gospel was written is very un¬ 
certain. * * It has been much disputed whether it 

was written in Hebrew or Greek. The unanimous tes¬ 
timony of ancient writers is in favor of a Hebrew origi¬ 
nal, and that it was written for the Hebrew Christians. 
But on the other hand, the accuracy of this testimony 
is drawn into question ; there is no historical notice of a 
translation into Greek, and the present gospel bears 
many marks of being an original. Critics of the great¬ 
est name, are arranged oil both sides of the question.” 

Vide Robinson's Calmel , Article — Gospel. 

Again in the same work under article—Matthew, it 
is unequivocally affirmed, 

j “Matthew wrote his gospel while in Judea, but 
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whether in the Hebrew or Syriac language, then com¬ 
mon in the country, or in Greek, cannot be determined .” 

So too, the epistle to the Hebrews. It is in the Greek 
Testament, as if original in that language; though it 
would be most marvelous that Divine Inspiration 
should send a revelation to a people in any but their 
spoken tongue. If the epistle be genuine, it was written 
by a Hebrew to Hebrews; and doubtless in the common 
language of both parties. Syriac was at this time more 
spoken than Hebrew by the Jews. And “Origen,” says 
Dr. Scott, “ and some others, were of opinion that it 
was written in either Hebrew or Syriac.” And Origen 
was perhaps, the greatest, as well as best of all the 
Christian Fathers. 

What now do all these conflicting testimonies and 
admissions prove, but that the church and clergy do not 
even know in what language their bible was written. 
And that all their talk about “ original scriptures,” is 
fraud and falsehood. 

Another singular admission. Who the prophet Ma- 
lachi was, or whether there ever was a prophet by that 
name, the Divines and soothsayers of our religion ad¬ 
mit they have yet to learn. Malcom in his Bible Dic¬ 
tionary, as boldly as stupidly, declares he was a real 
prophet, that he was the last of the order and that he 
lived 400 years before Christ, and was cotemporary, if 
not intimate with Plato and other philosophers. But 
Dr. Robinson, who styles himself, 

“ Edward Robinson, Professor Extraordinary of 
sacred Literature in the Theological Seminary, Ando¬ 
ver,”— 


in his translation of Calmet, says— 

“That so little is known of him, that it is doubted , 
whether his name be a proper name, or only a generic \ 
one, signifying the angel of the Lord , a messenger , a 


12 


prophet .—It appears that in these times the name of 
Malach-Jehovah, Messenger of the Lord, was given to 
prophets. The Septuagint, [the version of the Old Tes¬ 
tament always referred to, by Christ and his apostles,] 
have rendered Malachi his angel, instead of thy angel, 
as the original expresses.—And several of the Fathers 
have quoted Malachi under the name of ‘angel of the 
Lord .’—Origen thought that Malachi was an angel in¬ 
carnate rather than a prophet; but this opinion is insup¬ 
portable. It is much more probable that Malachi was 
Ezra ,—and this is the opinion of the ancient Hebrews, 
of the Chaldee paraphrast, and of Jerome and abbot 
Rupert.” 

Robinson's Calmet — Article , Malachi. 

Such were the views of the eminent Calmet,—and 
his titled translator, in all his puissance of learning, 
makes no denial of their truthfulness. 

So too, it is very prudently admitted that Moses could 
not be the author of all the Pentateuch. And indeed it 
is believed by many learned Divines, that he wrote 
none of it, but in connexion with Aaron. But Aaron 
could not have recorded the death of Moses, for accord¬ 
ing to the account, he died himself long before, and of 
course before much of the Pentateuch was written, 
unless the events, Moses’ death among the rest, were 
recorded before they transpired.—The Old Testament 
is the only book I believe, that makes men record their 
own deaths and burials, and events that occurred long 
time afterwards. Joshua has always been declared the 
writer of the book that bears his name.—But it contains 
this singular declaration:—“And Israel served the 
Lord all the days of Joshua, and all the days of the 
elders that over lived Joshua.”—Josh. 24: 31. 

It is difficult to see how Joshua, being dead, could 
have knowledge of this fact. But a way has been de¬ 
vised by the priesthood, to overcome these and many 
other similar difficulties, though it has led to other ad- 
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missions more unfortunate for them, than any that have 
been yet considered. 

Ezra or Esdras, a Jewish high priest, has been select¬ 
ed by Divines partly on the tradition of Hebrew Rabins, 
as the most probable personage for removing the many 
and great difficulties with which the history of their 
bible is sadly encumbered. I subjoin part of an article 
from Professor Robinson’s Calmet. The Italicised sen¬ 
tences deserve special notice. 

11 It is believed that Ezra was chiefly concerned in 
revising and arranging the books of Scripture. He had 
great zeal and knowledge, and having the spirit of 
prophecy, it is very probable that he took great pains in 
collecting the sacred writings, and forming the present 
canon. It is also thought that he assisted in compiling 
both books of Chronicles, and added in all the books 
what appeared necessary, for illustrating, connecting or 
completing them. Some are of opinion , that Ezra and 
Malachi are the same person; and it is certain that 
Malachi is not so much a proper as a common name ,— 
angels or messengers of the Lord—and that in Ezra’s 
time, prophets were called angels, or messengers of the 
Lord.” 

11 There are four books in the Latin vulgate bearing 
the name of Ezra or Esdras, but the first oply is ac¬ 
knowledged to be his. This is certainly the work of 
Ezra. The second is attributed to Nehemiah, and is 
called after him in our English translation. It is ad¬ 
mitted however that some trifling matters ! have been 
added to it, which cannot belong to Nehemiah—as the 
mention of the high priest Jaddua, and king Darius in 
Neh. Chap. 12 : 22.” 

Robinson's Calmet — Article , Ezra . 

The same writer, in his article headed Bible, says: 

“ No injury is done to the just arguments on behalf 
of Inspiration, if we suppose that Shem wrote the early 

2 
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history of the world, that Abraham wrote family me¬ 
moirs of what related to himself, that Jacob continued 
what concerned himself, and that at length Moses com¬ 
piled, arranged and edited, (to use a modern word,) a 
copy of the holy works extant in his time. 

A procedure perfectly analagous to this, was conduct¬ 
ed by Ezra in a later age, on whose edition of Holy 
Scripture, our faith now rests , as it rests in like manner 
on the prior edition of Moses , if he were the editor of 
some parts , or on his authority, if he were the writer of 
the whole. 

“Accepting Moses as the writer of the Pentateuch, 
though not without the probable concurrence of Aaron, 
we may nevertheless consider Joshua as adding some 
minor matters to it , such as the history of the death of 
Moses; and Ezra also in his edition, as adding some 
other minor matters to it. * * * * 

“ It is very natural to suppose that the chiefs of the 
Jewish nation, after their return from captivity, would 
do their utmost to collect, preserve and maintain the 
dignity and integrity of the writings of their sacred code; 
and indeed, excepting the prophet Malachi, we may con¬ 
fidently consider Ezra as not only collecting, but collat¬ 
ing the copies of former writings, and composing addi¬ 
tions to the historical narrations , not in the books 
themselves , (except here and there a few words,) with¬ 
held perhaps by their prior sanctity, but in that separate 
history which we call the Chronicles.” 

“ Here we ought to pause, because here our faith 
rests on Ezra’s edition; and we doubt not that this 
‘scribe, well instructed in the law,’ had not only good 
reasons for what he did, and for his manner of doing it, 
but also divine guidance to preserve him from erring. 
We suspect that we have as many instances of Ezra’s 
caution, as we have marginal readings in our Hebrew 
Bibles; which in the whole, amount to 840. These oc- 
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cur iu various places of the works extant before Ezra; 
but there are none in the prophet Malachi, who has been 
supposed to be Ezra himself! !” 

What need of caution, if he had special “ divine guid¬ 
ance?'’ or do we know any thing about the subject at 
all, if we know not whether Ezra was Malachi, or Mal¬ 
achi Ezra, (or, as some said,) an angel from heaven ? 

I submit the “Professor Extraordinary,” with but a 
word of comment. Let it be remembered, we are not 
considering the testimony of the enemies of the church, 
but of her own most potent champions and advocates. 
—Not the witness of corrupted Catholics, but that of 
the very archangels of Protestant Orthodoxy. Not the 
stupid drawlings af some country village priest, whose 
ignorance is equalled by nothing but his insolence, the 
two qualities making up the sum total of his character, 
but the teachers of the teachers of the people,—the 
brightest luminaries the church boasts,—her suns—to 
whom her every day ministers are but satellites— 
shining only as they are shone upon.—Such are our 
witnesses—and what do they testify ? 

First—That a large amount of the Bible has been 
added by translators—whom nobody ever calls inspired. 

Second—That they do not know in what language 
the Bible was written—and hence that all their pious 
prate about “original scriptures” is pious lying. 

Tiiird—That they do not know who wrote different 
books and parts of books, though they ascribe them to 
certain authors with most solemn self-complacency—as 
if no doubt existed. 

Fourth—That they do not even know whether Ma¬ 
lachi was a man or a plumed and winged angel, or 
neither—but a mere “ messenger,” and might have been 
“ a ggai, Habakuk, or Isaiah,—though “ much more 
probably Ezra” ! ! says Proff. Robinson. 

Fifth That somebody, (and “ it is believed’’ and “ it 
is very probable and “ it is also thought ,” and “ some 
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are of opinion" that it was Ezra,)—somebody, has “re¬ 
vised and arranged 7 ’ the books of the Old Testament, 
“ adding what appeared necessary , for illustrating, con¬ 
necting and and completing them.” 

Another admission is, that many parts of the bible 
have undergone important changes. The S40 marginal 
readings are proof enough of this. All the various 
readings as published at Oxford in 1607, amounted to 
30,000. Its character therefore, if it ever were inspired, 
as is pretended, is materially changed. But few are 
aware of the extent of these alterations. Bishop Marsh 
in his translation of Michaelis (a Professor at Gottingen) 
says: 

“It is a certain fact that several readings in our com¬ 
mon text, are nothing more than alterations made by 
Origen [in the fourth century] whose authority was so 
great in the Christian Church, that emendations which 
he proposed, though, as he himself acknowledged, sup¬ 
ported by the evidence of no manuscript , were very gen¬ 
erally received. * * It is to be lamented that 

various readings, which, as appears from quotations of 
the Fathers, were in the text of the Greek Testament, 
are to be found in none of the manuscripts at present 
remaining. 

Michaelis Introd. to New Test. Vol 2, p. 368 and 160. 

So then, on the testimony of the church herself, in¬ 
stead of what was originally written, by whomsoever 
indited, we have but the hacked and mangled homo¬ 
nyms of a deceiving hierophant in the foggy fourth 
century. 

Again it is admilted that some books have been lost that 
were once part of the Bible. Is this the care the God of 
the church exercises over his statute book—the only 
revelation of his will and laws—the book, on the doc¬ 
trines of which hang the eternal destinies of untold 
generations of men, living in all time, and on the mil¬ 
lions of worlds, throughout the unknown universe. If 
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the book be his who is Almighty, would he suffer it to 
be mutilated and murdered, and, no body knows how 
many parts of it thrown away altogether? What hu¬ 
man Legislation is thus reckless of its codes of life and 
death 7 

Again the church admits that those who in the coun¬ 
cils of Carthage, Nice, Laodicea, and other places voted 
what books should be sacred and what not, were very 
often in doubt. The Apocrypha is a living monument 
of this. We have just seen from the testimony of 
Michaelis, that in the writings of those very Fathers 
who undertook to settle the sacred canons, there are 
various quotations as scripture , that are not found in the 
New Testament. All, or nearly all the writings of the 
Christians of the first five centuries, contain more or 
less “ Scripture quotations” that are not found in our 
Bible. The following extract is from Buck’s Theologi¬ 
cal Dictionary, as revised and improved by Rev. George 
Bush, a standard work in all our Protestant Theolog¬ 
ical Seminaries and clerical libraries. 

“ The ancient canon of the Old Testament, ordinarily 
attributed to Ezra, was divided into the Law, the 
Prophets, and the Hagiographa.—This is the Canon al¬ 
lowed to have been followed by the primitive church 
until the Council of Carthage. According to Jerome, 
this canon consisted of no more than twenty-two books, 
answering to the number of the Hebrew alphabet, 
though at present they are classed into twenty-four 
divisions. That Council enlarged the canon very con¬ 
siderably, taking into it the apocryphal books, which 
the Council of Trent further enforced, enjoining them 
to be received as books of Holy Scripture on pain , of 
anathema. The Romanists in defence of this canon, 
say that it is the same with the Council of Hippo, held 
in 393; and with that of the third Council of Carthage 
in 397, at which were present forty-six bishops, and 
among the rest, St. Augustine. The Council of Laodi¬ 
cea seems to have rejected the Apocrypha altogether.” 

Buck's Thoolog. Did.—Article, Canon. 
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The Hebrews generally, believe that the Old Testa¬ 
ment canon was settled in the time of Ezra, but Dr. 
Prideaux, a distinguished writer in the church, says it 
is more likely that the two books of Chronicles, Ezra, 
Nehemiah, and Esther, as well as Malachi, were after¬ 
wards added in the time of Simon the Just—that is, 
about one hundred years after Malachi, and three hun¬ 
dred before Christ. 

Buck, in his Theological Dictionary, says, “the 
Apocryphal books of the Old Testament, according to 
the Romanists, are the books of Enoch, third and fourth 
of Esdras, [or Ezra,—the first and second are our Ezra 
and Nehemiah] the third and fourth books of Macca¬ 
bees, the Psalter of Solomon and some other pieces of 
this nature. The Apocryphal books of the New Testa¬ 
ment, are the Epistles of St. Barnabas, the pretended 
Epistle of Paul to the Laodiceans, several spurious Gos¬ 
pels, Acts of the Apostles, Revelations—the Book of 
Hermas, entitled the Shepherd, Jesus Christ’s letter to 
Abgartts, the Epistles of Paul to Seneca, and some other 
pieces of a like nature.” 

Protestants have rejected all these and many more. 
A multitude of Chronicles, Psalms, Prophesies, Lamen¬ 
tations, Gospels, Acts, Epistles and Revelations, were 
presented to the various Councils held in the first six 
hundred years of the Christian Era, all claiming alike 
to be Holy Writ. Warm, and often angry discussions 
were held over them. At length, the ayes and noes be¬ 
ing called for, book after book is decreed to be Divine, 
sometimes, however, by most meagre majorities, and 
others of equal merit are doomed to destruction. Anoth¬ 
er Council convenes and revokes the doings of the 
former. A third nullifies the acts of both, and onward 
thus, until the honest and unprepossessed student of his¬ 
tory finds in the jargon, good evidence that all the 

[ claims of the Bible to Divine origin, are utterly un¬ 
founded and false. 

One admission more. The Church readily admits 
some of the books and parts of books of the real Bible 
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to be, (borrowing her own term) Deuterocanonical. 
The word is a compound of the Greek deuteros. second, 
and kanonikos , canonical. I will only subjoin under 
this head a brief extract from the Theological Dic¬ 
tionary. 

“The deuterocanonical books in the modern Canon, 
are the book of Esther, either the whole, or at least the 
seven last chapters, the Epistle to the Hebrews, that of 
James, and that of Jude, the second of Peter and the 
second and third of John, and the Revelation. The 
deuterocanonical parts of books , are the last chapter of 
Mark, the bloody sweat, the appearance of the angel, 
related in Luke, chap. 22, and the history of the adul¬ 
terous woman, related in the 8th chapter of John.” 

The author says the passages are termed deuterocan¬ 
onical, “by reason they were not written till after the 
compilation of the canon , or by reason of some dispute as 
to their canonicity. 

There is one doctrine that seems to have been ad¬ 
mitted by many, which sinks the Old Testament, and 
all its religion, to a level with the most barbarous pa¬ 
ganism of ancient or modern times. It is, that Jehovah, 
like Juggernaut, demanded , or at least allowed and ac¬ 
cepted human sacrifices! Dr. Scott, even, in his refer¬ 
ences on the tragedy of Jeptha’s daughter, cites Leviti¬ 
cus 27: 28, 29, as if in vindication of the mad course 
of that unnatural father. The passage in Leviticus 
alluded to above, is this—“ No devoted thing that a 
man shall devote unto the Lord of all that he hath, both 
of man and beast, and of the field of his possession shall 
be sold or redeemed. Every devoted thing is most holy 
unto the Lord. None devoted, which shall be devoted 
of man, shall be redeemed, but shall surely be pvt to 
death." Why do Dr. Scott, and other authors of Refer¬ 
ence Bibles, cite this passage in connexion with Jeptha’s 
human sacrifice, if it be not that by this, the bloody act 
was to be justified. To be sure, Scott in his commeu- 
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tary on the passage, attempts to give another construc¬ 
tion, but with what success shall be seen. He says the 
word rendered devoted , means anathematized or cvrsed. 
I see not how this would greatly help the case, even 
were it true. Who ought to curse a man and then offer 
him a burnt offering to God? But see if it be true. 
The verse would then run thus— tc No cursed thing that 
a man shall curse unto the Lord, both of man and beast , 
shall be sold or redeemed; every cursed thing is most 
holy unto the LORD!! Would the “Rector of Aston 
Sanford” call this Inspiration? 

The passage could not possibly have more plainly 
declared than it does, that no devoted sacrifice, whether 
of man or beast , should be sold, redeemed, or in any 
way delivered ; but should surely be put to death. Lan¬ 
guage fails to be more explicit. And (as many believe,) 
Numbers 30: 2, thundered its Almighty authority in 
Jeptha’s ear, and drowned the terrible pleadings of na¬ 
tural affection, of a father’s love, that went ringing 
through his soul. 

The opinions and testimony of the early Christian 
Fathers, are constantly cited by the Church, as of un¬ 
doubted authority, in determining all questions of eccle¬ 
siastical history. 

In 393, Chrysostom, Bishop of Constantinople, informs 
us that at that time the book of Acts was “ unknown to 
many, and by others it was despised.” Chrysostom is 
a favorite witness of the Church when his testimony 
can be turned to good account; but all passages such as 
I have just quoted, are carefully kept out of sight. 

Mill, one of the very highest authorities in Christian 
literature, tells us, “ that the Gospels were soon spread 
abroad, and came into all men’s hands: but the case 
was somewhat different with the other books of the 
New Testament, particularly the Acts of the Apostles, 
which were not thought to be so important , and had few 
transcribers.” 

The learned Dr. Lardner, whose praise is in all the 
Churches, and whose works are in every Theological 
Library, dee lares that— 
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“ Even as late as the sixth century, the canon of the 
New Testament had not been settled by any authority 
that was decisive and universally acknowledged—but 
Christian people were at liberty to judge for themselves 
concerning the genuineness of writings proposed to them 
as apostolical, and to determine according to evidence.” 

Bishop Faustus, in the fourth century, distinguished 
for piety and literary attainments, boldly and honestly 
declares that— 

£! It is certain the New Testament was not written by 
Christ himself, nor by his Apostles, but a long while after 
them, by some unknown persons, who, lest they should 
not be credited when they wrote of affairs they were 
little acquainted with, affixed to their works the names 
of apostles, or of such as were supposed to have been 
their companions, asserting that what they had written 
themselves, was written according to those persons to 
whom they subscribed it.” 

And again he says :— 

“ For many things have been inserted by your ances¬ 
tors in the speeches of our Lord, which, though put forth 
under his name, agree not with his faith; especially 
since, as already it has been often proved by us, that 
these things were not written by Christ nor his Apostles, 
but a long while after, by I know not what sort of half- 
Jews, not even agreeing with themselves, who made up 
their tale out of reports and opinions merely, and yet 
fathering the whole upon the names of the Apostles of 
our Lord, or on those who were supposed to have fol¬ 
lowed the Apostles: they mendaciously pretended that 
they had written their lies and conceits according to 
them.” 

A full knowledge of these facts, however, did not 
shake the faith of the learned Bishop in the mystical 
character and crucifixion of Jesus Christ. 
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From Marsh’s translation of Michaelis, a profound 
Christian writer, the following extracts are made:— 

“ No manuscript of these writings [the New Testa¬ 
ment books] now in existence, is prior to the sixth cen¬ 
tury, and various readings, which, as appears from the 
quotations of the Fathers, were in the text of the Greek 
Testament, are to be found in none of the manuscripts 
at present remaining. * * And in our common edi¬ 

tions of the Greek Testament are many readings which 
exist not in a single manuscript, but are founded on mere 
conjecture! * * 

“ The confusion, unavoidable in these versions, had 
arisen to such a height, that St. Jerome, in his preface 
to the Gospels, complains that no one copy resembles 
another 

Scaliger declares— 

“ The Fathers put into their Scriptures whatever they 
thought would serve their purpose.” 

Mosheim, the great historian of the church in modern 
times, declares, Vol. I., page 109 :— 

“ The opinions, or rather the conjectures of the learned, 
concerning the time when the books of the New Testa¬ 
ment were collected into one volume, as also the au¬ 
thors of that collection, are extremely different. This 
important question is attended with great, and almost 
insuperable difficulties to us in these later times. It is 
however sufficient for us to know, that before the mid- 
i die of the second century, the greatest part of the books 
I of the New Testament were read in every Christian 
isociety throughout the world. Hence it appears, that 
■these sacred writings were carefully separated from 
’several human compositions upon the same subject, either 
llby the apostles themselves, who lived so long, or by 
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their disciples and successors, who were spread abroad 
through all nations. We are well assured that the four 
gospels were collected during the life of St. John, and 
that the first three, received the approbation of this di¬ 
vine apostle. What renders this highly probable is that 
the utmost necessity required its being done. 

“For not long after Christ’s ascension into heaven, 
several histories of his life and doctrines, full of pious 
frauds and fabulous wonders were composed, by per¬ 
sons whose intentions, perhaps, were not bad, but whose 
writings discovered the greatest superstition and igno¬ 
rance. Nor was this all—productions appeared which 
were imposed upon the world by fraudulent men, as the 
writings of the holy apostles. These Apocryphal and 
spurious writings must have 'produced a sad confusion, 
and rendered both the history and the doctrine of Christ 
uncertain , had not the rulers of the Church used all 
possible care and diligence, in separating the books truly 
apostolical from all that spurious trash, and conveying 
them down to posterity in one volume.” 

And these “riders,” let it be borne in mind, are those- 
who, as is seen in other parts of this tract, held it to be 
lawful to practice all manner of “ pious frauds ,” in ad¬ 
dition to other considerations, that should utterly des¬ 
troy their testimony. 

Robinson, in his translation of Calmet, says that 
among the Apocryphal New Testament writings, are no 
less than twenty-four gospels, ten books of Acts, six 
Epistles, and nine Apocalypses. 

Farther quotations of this kind are unnecessary. I 
submit these two additional remarks for reflection:— 

First, that our present canon was not fully settled 
even in the sixth century, nor until the Reformation of 
Martin Luther—and second, that most of the received i 
and accredited history of the Bible, by Protestants, is • 
but the polluted filtrations of the Catholic Church in the! 
ages of h$r deepest corruption. 
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It is further admitted, that the doctrine of “Pious 
Frauds,” that is, of lying, in behalf of religion, was a 
favored and cherished article in the creeds of the primi¬ 
tive church. Hence it is easy to account for the 
knavery of the “pious and learned Origen ” and others, 
who sought to mend “ the word of God ” by devout lies 
of their own. Incidentally let me say here, that in the 
early ages, the Scriptures were allowed to be only in the 
hands of the clergy. “ The Christian Doctors,” says 
Sender, “ never brought their sacred books before the 
common people, although men in general have been 
wont to think otherwise. During the first ages, they 
were in the hands of the clergy only.” 

My acquaintance with'the clergy has not led me to 
doubt, that so good an opportunity for the free use of 
pious fraud , would be improved to any extent that 
would subserve the purposes and interests of the celes¬ 
tial order. 

Dr. Mosheim declares that— 

“It was an almost universally adopted maxim, that 
it was an act of virtue to deceive and lie , when by such 
means the interests of the Church might be promoted.” 
[Yol. I., p. 198.] 

And as regards the fifth century, he continues:— 

“ The simplicity and ignorance of the generality in 
those times, furnished the most favorable occasion for 
the exercise of frauds ; and the impudence of impostors 
in contriving false miracles, was artfully proportioned to 
the credulity of the vulgar —while the sagacious and the 
wise, who perceived these cheats, were awed into silence 
by the dangers that threatened their lives and fortunes, if 
they should expose the artifice .” 

Dr. Mosheim abounds in admissions of this character, 
and I am therefore surprised to find the following pas¬ 
sage in the first volume of his history:— 
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“ Among the human means that contributed to mul¬ 
tiply the number of Christians, and extend the limits of 
the Church in the third century, we shall find a great 
variety of causes uniting their influence, and contribut¬ 
ing jointly to this happy purpose. Among these must 
be reckoned the zeal and labors of Origen, and the dif¬ 
ferent works that were published by learned and pious 
men in defence of the Gospel. IF among the causes of 
the propagation of Christianity , there is any place due 
to PIOUS FRAUDS , it is certain that they merit a 
very small part of the honor of having contributed to this 
glorious purpose , since they were practised by few, and 
that very rarely 

Again, in describing the polemical writers of the 
fourth century he says : 

“I pass in silence those rhetorical figures and orna¬ 
ments, by which many evaded the arguments of their 
adversaries, and artfully perplexed the true state of the 
case; that odious custom also, of exciting the popular 
resentment against those who differed from them, that 
was observed by some, and that total want of order and 
perspicuity which was chargeable on almost all. Sev¬ 
eral writers of this age are so far from disowning those 
indecent qualities, that they seem on the contrary to 
glory in them. It must indeed be observed, that the 
adversaries of the truth used the same inglorious arms, 
though this does not in the least diminish the reproach, 
that is on this account due to its friends/’ 

“ New methods of disputing were also added to those 
of former times: for the truth of doctrines was now , 
proved by the number of martyrs that had professed! 
them, by miracles, by the confession of demons, i. e., of] 
persons possessed of evil spirits. The smallest degree! 
of discernment will persuade any one how ambiguoM 
this mode of reasoning was, how dangerous to thJ| 
truth, by furnishing innumerable occasions for fraud! 
and imposture. And I fear that the greatest part of 
3 
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those who used such arguments, however illustrious and 
respectable they may have been, will be found on ex¬ 
amination, chargeable with the dangerous and criminal 
design of imposing upon their brethren. Ambrose, in 
his disputes with the Arians, produced men possessed 
with devils, who upon the approach of Gervasius and 
Protasius, were obliged to acknowledge, with loud 
cries, that the doctrine of the Council of Nice, concern¬ 
ing the three persons of the Godhead, was true: and 
that of the Arians, not only false, but also of most dan¬ 
gerous consequence. This testimony of the prince of 
darkness was regarded by Ambrose as an unexception¬ 
able argument in favor of his hypothesis. The Arians 
on the other hand, held this prodigy in the utmost de¬ 
rision, and maintained that Ambrose had suborned these 
infernal witnesses by a weighty bribe; and I make no 
doubt but many will be more disposed to believe the 
Arians, than to credit Ambrose, though he be enrolled 
in the order of the saints, and they stigmatized in the 
list of heretics.” * * * 

“-The writings of Basil, Gregory of Nyssa, Chrysos¬ 
tom, Ambrose, Augustine, and several others upon mor¬ 
al subjects, are neither worthy of high encomiums, nor 
of entire contempt, as they contain a strange mixture of 
excellent reflections and insipid details, concerning the 
duties of the Christian life. * * The greatest part 

of them are extremely defective, when they come to de¬ 
monstrate the obligations of virtue, and the incongruity 
and unfitness of vice. These pretended demonstra¬ 
tions, instead of being deduced by proper conclusions 
from the reason of things, and the divine law's, are 
nothing more than a collection of airy fancies, cold and 
insipid allegories, quaint and subtle conceits, which are 
more proper to afford amusement to the imagination 
than light to the understanding, or conviction to the 
judgment.” 

And yet : incredible as it may appear , almost our whole 
early ecclesiastical history , including the history of the 
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Bible, depends mainly on the testimony of a class of men , 
of whom these were every where distinguished , for their 
virtue and piety ! 

Again, Mosheim says— 

“ The authors who have treated of the innocence and 
sanctity of the primitive Christians, have fallen into the 
error of supposing them to have been unspotted models of 
piety and virtue, and a gross error indeed it is, as the 
strongest testimonies too evidently prove.” 

No wonder he makes this confession, for in Century 
Fourth of his History, he unequivocally affirms that 11 it 
was held an act of virtue, to deceive and lie for the interest 
of the church ! ” 

A few quotations from St. Jerome, and I submit the 
subject for the further consideration of such of my read¬ 
ers as desire the prevalence of truth on this immensely 
important question. I would that my limits admitted 
the whole of an extract that lies before me. In defence 
of this kind of dishonesty, he cites Greek and Roman 
orators and philosophers—Origen, Eusebius, and many 
other Christians, and even the apostle Paul, and Christ 
himself— 

“ Consult (he says) the Epistles to the Romans, Gala¬ 
tians, and Ephesians, where the apostle disputes con¬ 
tinually. You will see, in the proofs he borrows from 
the Old Testament, with what address, what dissimula¬ 
tion he manages his subject. * * He seems embar¬ 

rassed how to defend his cause; he seizes every thing 
that falls in his way. He turns his back that he may 
conquer; he makes semblance of fight to worry his an¬ 
tagonist. * * We speak one thing abroad—another 
at home. The crowd hears our parables, the disciples 
our truth. Our Saviour proposes questions to the Phari¬ 
sees, but he resolves none. It is one thing to teach a 
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disciple, another to confute an adversary. * * It is 

a pretty thing indeed, to advise me to strike so as to 
give advantage to my enemy. To tell me I must con¬ 
quer by main force, and not by stratagem. Is not the 
great art of fighting, to menace one place and strike an¬ 
other? * * I do not find fault with an error which 

proceeds from a hatred to the Jews, and a pious zeal 
for the Christian faith.” 

So much for St. Jerome. I came near forgetting 
Eusebius, the clergy’s apostle of Ecclesiastical History 
for the first three centuries. I can give his whole char¬ 
acter in two lines. The title to the second chapter of 
the twelfth book of his Gospel Preparation, is this:— 

“ How it may be proper to use falsehood as a medicine , 
and for the benefit of those who require to be deceived .” 

The limits I have assigned to this tract, will only 
allow of a brief notice of Professor Stuart’s recent work 
entitled £! Critical History, and Defence of the Old Tes¬ 
tament Canon.” The book is a remarkable production. 
In this respect, it is like its author. It is not strange 
that the clergy are trembling for the results it may pro¬ 
duce on the public mind. It will unquestionably lead 
to a new examination of the subject on which it treats; 
and the consequence must be, an earthquake shock to 
the hoary superstitions that darken the age. It may 
make a few blinded proselytes to the faith of the 
Church, but it will deliver many greater minds from the 
darkness of ages, and bring them to a better faith, a 
truer knowledge, a higher, holier hope. 

The clergy have always insisted that the historical 
evidence of the divinity of the Bible, was beyond all 
controversy. No wonder they are alarmed, then, when 
' they find Professor Stuart, (the man at whose feet so 
fcany of them have studied,) uttering sentiments like 
rthe following— 

“ I desire to speak of the labors of others before me, 
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in regard to this matter, with all proper respect; but is 
it too much to say, that we have in English, no book on 
this subject, which is sufficiently historico-critical to 
answer in a satisfactory manner all the present demands 
on sacred literature? If there be such an one, it is un¬ 
known to me. At least I know thus much, viz., 1 that 
for years I wandered in the dark in relation to this mat¬ 
ter, not being satisfied with the evidence before me, and 
not knowing where to go for better views. If I do not 
wholly mistake the state of the case, there is a great 
number of pastors in our country in the same predica¬ 
ment. All young students in theology must of course be 
somewhat in the same 'predicament. J t is an unpleasant 
one. The mind hesitates not only as to what kind of 
reliance to place on certain books, at least, of the Old 
Testament, but also as to what relation the whole bears 
to the New Testament, in regard to authority and obli¬ 
gation. The use which should be made of much of the 
Old Testament, must, in this state of mind, necessarily 
become a matter of doubt and perplexity.’ ” 

And yet, once every five years, for the last quarter of 
a century, the Professor has signed the creeds and cove¬ 
nants of the Seminary , as if he had no doubt or difficulty 
on the subject. Truly he may be credited when he 
asserts that in his opinion, “ there is a great number of 
pastors in the same predicament.” I have long been 
trying to make this sentiment believed. 

The doctrine of Plenary Inspiration demands, that 
every sentiment in all the books, chapters and verses of 
the Bible, be received as coming directly from the hand 
of God. Hear the learned Professor on this point:— 

“That there are a few paragraphs and some occa¬ 
sional glosses of an ancient word, added by a later hand 
to the Pentateuch, one may very readily concede ; e. g. 
the later succession of the dukes of Edom in Gen. 36 :| 
the account of Moses’ death and burial. Deut. 34; and \ 
her* and there the more recent names of several towns^ 
appended to the ancient appellations.” 

3* 
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“ To sum up my critical creed respecting the Penta¬ 
teuch in a few words, I believe that the last four hooks 
of the Pentateuch contain a record or journal kept by 
Moses, during the period of forty years spent in the 
Arabian waste; that this journal is a mixed composition 
of laws, and ordinances, and history, written at periods 
and under circumstances so diverse, that parts of it not 
^infrequently wear the air of a different authorship; and 
finally, that the book of Genesis is composed, in a good 
measure, of different traditions respecting preceding 
times, either oral or written, all of which passed under 
the revising eye and hand of Moses.” 

On the 69th page, he says the book of Joshua “ is 
made up of several ancient documents,” and coidd not 
have been completed until after the time of David. So 
much for the authorship of Moses and Joshua. 

In speaking of the books of Samuel, he says— 

“ That the different sources from which the writer 
drew, have occasioned some appearances of discrepancy , 
the attentive critical reader will not perhaps deny. Let 
him compare I Sam. 16: 14—23; 17 : 31—40, with 17 : 
55—5S, and he will perceive what I mean. The pas¬ 
sage in 17: 54, wears every appearance of a late and 
very unskillful interpolation. IIow could David carry 
the head of Goliah to Jerusalem , which came not into 
possession of the Hebrews for many years after this 
period ? See 2 Sam. 5 : 6 seq. 

On page 157, there is an enumeration of difficulties 
which the Professor labors to remove, but with what 
success, appears from the following:— 

k 11 There are apparent contradictions between the 
feings and Chronicles, and some apparent inaccuracies 
iin the latter. We cannot refuse to acknowledge this; 



31 


for we see it with our own eyes. It is simply a ques¬ 
tion of fact , not of theological opinion or theory. Facts 
which are presented to us in a record, cannot be altered 
by any doctrinal theory which we may devise or main¬ 
tain .” 

The following passages are specimens of page after 
page of the learned Professor’s “ Defence.” 

“ The genealogies in 1 Cliron., 1—9, present a va¬ 
riety of difficulties, being quite incomplete in many 
cases, and apparently at variance with some other por- 
tionsof the Scriptures, in others. * * We need not wonder 
under these circumstances, that those who speak so 
freely about other historical books of the Old Testa¬ 
ment, here find occasion to utter much of disapproba¬ 
tion, and sometimes even to say what is lacking in 
decorum. * * The devout and reverential reader of 

the Old Testament, has, it must be confessed, some 
difficulties of a serious nature to encounter, in regard to 
such things in the Chronicles as have been pointed out. 
The tyro in matters of sacred criticism must certainly 
feel, that he has a somewhat formidable task before 
him; especially if he adopts the theory of plenai'y verbal 
inspiration 

Of the book of Esther he says— 

“ There is not even once the name of God to be found 
in it, or any special recognition of his holy providence 
in the whole affair. This is altogether the more singu¬ 
lar, inasmuch as it has no parallel in any part of the 
Old Testament, unless in the book of Canticles.” 

After speaking of Esther, Ecclesiastes and Solomon’J 
Songs, he adds :— 

“ That there are peculiar difficulties in respect to the 
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books just named ,, I confess myself often to have felt as 
well as they. It is difficult to account for it, how the 
book of Esther could be written even by a pious Jew, 
who was uninspired, and yet this book relate events of 
a most surprising nature—deliverances of the most ex¬ 
traordinary kind—without one recognizance of the hand 
of Prdvidence here, or once mentioning the name of 
God. And besides this, some of the circumstances 
related in it are certainly peculiar/’ 

After some very just remarks on Solomon’s Songs, he 
thus remarks at length :— 

“ I am aware that those Christians (and some such 
there are,) who, because all the Bible was written by 
inspiration, hold it to be all alike valuable to us, and 
obligatory upon us, and who read it in course , even 
through and through, in their families, (and perhaps in 
the pulpit,) with the best intentions, will probably not 
receive these remarks with much approbation. Still while 
1 doubt not that they may mean right, 1 am fully per¬ 
suaded that their practice is altogether wrong, or at 
least injudicious. What have we to do. in the way of 
Christian edification, with the details of building the 
tabernacle and temple; with the genealogies and lists of 
returning exiles ; with all the prescriptions about offer¬ 
ings, libations, purifications, priests, &c., in the Leviti- 
cal Law ; and with many a piece of family or individual 
history which developes nothing special of a religious 
nature? Even the prophecies against Egypt, Moab, 
lEdom, Philistia, Tyre, Babylon, and Assyria, have but 
a subordinate interest for us. Why occupy our public, 
or our family devotions with such parts of the Old Tes¬ 
tament Scriptures? What moral or practical ideas 
would a family or a church obtain, from having Ezek. 
Chapters 40—48, read in course?” 

|p £ The whole thing lies in a very small compass. 
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There is an ancient 'preparatory dispensation—a shadow 
of good things to come—many things were necessary to 
arrange and give it a successful trial; that dispensation 
has passed away, and has now comparatively £ no 
glory by reason of the glory that excellethand along 
with it has passed away all such'parts of the Old Tes¬ 
tament as were local or temporary—all which belonged 
merely to Judaism.” 

u It is so with the Mosaic laws. Many, even most of 
them have something attached to them, or connected 
with them, which is Jewish , and therefore local and 
temporary. Even the ten commandments are not 
altogether an exception to this. When we are re¬ 
quired to honor our father and mother, we are com¬ 
manded to do what will always be a duty, at all times, 
among all nations. But when the promise is added, 
that we shall have long life in the land of Canaan , in 
consequence of filial duty, this is a part that belonged 
only to the Jews. 

“ I would say also, that 1 visiting the iniquity of the 
fathers upon the children to the third and fourth gen¬ 
eration,’ (which is a part of another commandment,) 
has an oriental shape: for in the East, punishment for 
any high misdemeanor usually involved, as it still does, 
the whole of one’s posterity in the same consequences 
which himself must suffer. 

“ So I might go through the whole Pentateuch, yea, 
through all the historical and prophetical books, and 
apply the same principles with like results.” 

“ There are not a few persons, who seem to feel, that 
if the Old Testament is a work of inspiration it must 
stand on the same level with the New, and be equally 
obligatory. There is something of truth in this, and not’ 
a little of error.” 

11 We have a new and better Testament than the| 


I 
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ancient. In itself it is a sufficient guide. But we should 
thankfully accept whatever of confirmation or illustra¬ 
tion of our Christian duties there is in the ancient 
Hebrew Scriptures. Even from the ten Commandments 
as we have seen , something in respect to the manner of 
promised reward, or of threatened punishment , is to be 
abated .” 

Such are specimens of the admissions made, and ob¬ 
jections and difficulties accumulated by Professor Stuart. 
It seems to me not too much to say, that if, as he com¬ 
plains, there have been “ doubts and perplexities ” about 
the doctrine of plenary inspiration, he has magnified 
and multiplied, rather than diminished them. 

One of his main arguments is, that the books of the 
old Testament, are severally referred to in the new, by 
Christ and the Apostles. Take the following as a spe¬ 
cimen of his logic:— 

“ Luke 24: 27. Jesus is addressing his wondering 
and incredulous disciples, after the resurrection: Be¬ 
ginning from Moses and from all the Prophets, he 
explained to them the things concerning himself in all 
the Scriptures.” Here are two recognizances of Script¬ 
ure which are worthy of attention : (l.) Moses and all 
the Prophets. (2.) There are things respecting Christ 
in all the Scriptures.” 

The Professor admits that there are books in the Old 
Testament, that have neither doctrinal nor practical 
t value, and might be stricken out without lo^s. Is this 
I true in respect to those passages that are referred to in 
I the New Testament. Or again, (and here the miserable 
I deception appears,) does the Professor mean to say, 
that “ all the Prophets ,” and “ all the Scriptures ,” as 
he uses them, prove that in all the Old Testament books 
there are references to the Messiah ? To borrow the 
illustration of another, I ask, “ supposing a lawyer 
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should say that he had cited the cases that referred to 
his cause in all the volumes of the Massachusetts Re¬ 
ports, who but Professor Stuart would consider him as 
declaring he had found such cases in each and every 
volume ? ” 

I ask the candid reader, if a man who thus perverts 
and distorts the meaning of language is to be believed? 
But the truth is, there never was a book written in de¬ 
fence of the Bible ; not one, that was not full of sophis¬ 
try, and every species of pious fraud. The times spoken 
of by Dr. Mosheim, when “ to lie in behalf of the 
church was a Christian virtue ,” have not passed away. 

One admission more, and I close. Professor Stuart 
says, and thanks to him for it,— 

“ When all is said and done, the understanding and 
THE REASON REMAIN TO BE SATISFIED. NOTHING WILL 

STAND, THAT DOES NOT COMPOSE THEM TO 
PEACE.” 


Let men, then, use their “ understanding and reasonf 
in investigating this subject. How often have we been 
censured and condemned, for inculcating this same 
doctrine! 

Such are some of the admissions of the Church her¬ 
self, on the History and Inspiration of the Bible. And 
let it be remarked too, that the witnesses have never 
been charged with heresy, even in the most Puritanic 
age. 

The limits of this book allow of but brief extracts^ 
from their works. Would that all they have written on l 
the subject were in possession of the world. Here is a 
fair and impartial view of them, and this is all that is 
claimed. 

They are men, sound in the most Orthodox Faith q 



—Men “ whose praise is in all the Churches ” Evan¬ 
gelical, throughout Christendom. Will the Church 
impeach them'.* If not, what becomes of the doctrine of 
the Infallible Authority of the Bible? It is time that we 
indeed, prove all things, and hold fast that, ( and only 
that ) which is good. 


